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l'c»r r-sul. 


, .. _ / Vt ® • xas'.efi 1 ••ters 17 end 29 t- various others. I ask vov to 

tell me lust comfort you wil take from any effort vov fcir-t - v v* lock + + 

brriTi door after y.-v went back end left it open iv:'fuo joscKass? ^ * 

your tnine y0UrSelf CCd ?0Ur Participation in tui 5 end 

"nc rSct-r^ I* Z+ ?*: lnC :- £3y tuSt ^ your ^ouledge o f Mm n e Ms 

,. ni K -**-•‘▼80 m u controversy uner. ns knows (my eiam) ne 

\.ili be prove.' (my empn) wrong”. ~ 

criticism Jt^ - V “ P ™ pr :' teaeded tr ' snswer ®y immediate and repeated 
parallel t^wLt you ^tendf^^ ^ ^ ^ inS b ° C0ESlder ^levant or 


entered. 


on .c. ... t ni _ ic political, not- scientific work, upon whicn you 


r tui ; oontext, you give any meny such as the demon you desc ibe 

— 1 2 - ‘ ,,i0 0U glT6 ■- uch 11 vret>th 811 "experiment? so devoid of any entect with 


reality, so entirely rut of context ov? r 
whst you were doing.. 


Wid eb.ove this, ilow can you not 


have known 


^ou as much asssay he is b whore who is not. concerned with ri ~ht or 
wrong buo will pursue (your euphemism) "nip. biases" knowing - .an - - b n m '" * ? 

tnis subject? This is the most terrible self-indictment, i? “ 

lnci edible “V*** 

, , u -uit-iiub. j. oss you now to teil me wnv wnen 1 fir=>+ r 

all tS/awful =tuff" a: ‘ Ve C ° tte * la t0UCtl wita him you dian 't before committing 

°- L - L bill £ swIUJ. StUIi on t)ST)-r nr: ^ t Lipn ffiirinir 4 + _ , . _ 

, , . , ‘ *• * x L gj.vj.ng ix 00 s m irote misused vnn ?>+- i~Qa+- 

8 reason tr - anticipate'! And you imnediat ly indicated vorse tnsn tnis? 7 ' 

~ I f-I? U ' Cn ' : ’ W llttlecf the action and reaction of bullets how could vou 

“ «*“*;»« *"»!«••. >»«» -fcrtrtM M„ of -test- Eo, cZ TLl 

f W “ * “* “ b « fp “- 1 »« 50“ to gi™ - rational 

“tb ?b! 1 ” posslblj tee greet daoage tart .bore/bastard MU bo 

Sxth the shit you gave him to thkow? ° 

k u disclose a total ignorance of bullets per se, enough for total 

iriric^ 1 i C8 l0n t °u b if ia wita ‘ You kll0Will Sly usee and tuen failed tr say or ev»n 
- -ic-t. ■ te._- wrong bullets ana the wrong weapon (original criticisms x -de tuat are 

wf “ “ i8 " 88 “* “ bp - — ueo z 


, iie ^ ,e ^ yo ^ , 6 Physicist yet, pretend you can ecuate tne effects of xjogosxv 

tni r = freon v twir° 6Xpe f ed in in 8 single straight line with that of^ 

t i- l really twice as .-uen) eneggyy when iinzx it is consraied in an exnloitn v.„ 

cannot in any way equate or even compare ta»"nittiEg"of"a sofS targn" tal^. 

(your words) wuicn a head certainly is not of a n 8 rd/ slew bullet no a fast/soft 
one. Dick gave you more taen "reason" for this. xx 9 g ve you -proof. Y ou i*roreit 

-f tno S qurio s r Pl rf recUirea ao scientific background is an understanding 
a/StFSSH! f. “‘ Ta •»"»«». *“»«“ - « i«« 51 “ 1,1.. „li, for „ y nicer, 
a do wbat tbe u„ra d/ a “ot“ ' U8 S °“ °° 8 " 8 ” fi ** *° 

have lived ^ ***'' sei f-in-ictm. nt of s man or science v,n 0 pretends to 

far ifcdcxianwnT 11 % £ ," C8nce in 0 Hest ’’ win Wilica Juliets are central to say, "So 

differe^T/ tooW 8b0Ut tne Juliets is that their effects might be - 

different. And you emphasized "might". 



caused by 
it wesn'i. 


T iii s is 
t u.c sun. - 
but give 


like looking et ^iroshims after tue blest and 
■no t^isn , wne n questioned, saying, maybe t^ere 
d rssson otnar tn«n tue drop ipg of a bomb 


saying it wss 
is s possibility 


can be) an e^Tf t^f^" YY LT^Y*' Y 

Imcv -not Tink ignored, tuet ve do not lcrov; at uhat noirt T T Z C °V\ eael1 * 

?zir t d Y* :^r /lede ; ng u csn be 5o - — ® *«««; on ; 

-^k-s O^cul^on tfn’ f;n ° tWi f 5 V £ 10 °* Sut y° Q be Si° Witaout decking 

cul^ion.:. tiien econowueage tLe possibility of e 50’ error, end cell this 


tnio P test , end 


cen 


wri tte n up-give to sn Alvarez.? 


to tne need Sot’^in 'lurietf r ®* S ? n f or tt « ^tri bating tue rogue fragment 

comment . ^ i^eTo^ 

£S^i:::\^r^nrsr-,f if „ not y r s = ui * ****&££ 

ZorYllY t ! 8t T iCh JOU Sefek t0 ^^«te e or e S ny’ n o;^ dLcriptio'^^f^mci ^ 6 

difficult °f r° U flna l6S f uacon e oai «l- But if posies is, in your concept, too 

bis uW) try ZZl TarYYY (witflout " a *6 a i a e" and wltnout inflaming 

+ i ar xtnm®tic. premise to take my shoes off, which will dimnlifv 

ShTST-LT'*? *’* V 1 “* tM ” unl “'™ « >« «-» p™«a„ ’ * 

fmr l : "i resch 2: w *“* *y 'toes on an i just in tofcns of physics, with non- 

technical language, explain n 0 vr a fragment could, v;i thrut doing envt.nin- else in 
too interim, have l,ft that exlpodes head and reeohod that so-ionr lost curbstone 
vi th sufficient energy for a fragment of tnet concrete to hit Poor Tague with the 
energy required to punctura nature's substitute for tape. 


„ persist in claiming ”1 do know that a melon is different from a 

.kull. xhet l. ogam the reverse formulation. Ths tuing really is that a skull is 
not a melon. But either w a y, why is this not reflected in your w~rk? Any o-es y 0U r 


presuppose that there is and can be no difference between a skull and whatever undesxribed 
melon of und.escribed size, consistency, etc you used? This is like saying you knowmfire 
is hot and sticking your hand into it. But if you know what a head is, why did you not 
provide for bone? Even CBS did that. And t en for an explosion when a soft bullet hits 
bone. And then for the difference between a highpvelocity soft bullet in the 22-caliber 
range as compared with your own ,30—06, of whichever of the none different kinds Remington^* 
Peters alone makes. Or the Bossier, of which Dick can tell you. Or any one of thiese 
altered in any way and assassin may have decided served his interest, I digress- at this 
pojnt to addres your lack of any question in whatever ckntext, of 399 and either 'variant 
of its known fragmentation in the body, specific in cither formulation of the now-official, 
non-WR account, and tell me how it could have shed any fragments, dustlike or otherwise, 
but espectially in tide dystlike pattern with its hardened shell (designed to prevent 
just this) intact,. 


Bear friend, do you not realize that in what you seem to intend as a defense of the 
indefensible, you are coming out in open support of this official fair- tale? 

In different ways you say you can't influence Alvarez, You say, "I can't tell him 
what to write or what not to write", and that you can't stop him from using your material 
(if you hadn't given him such stuff, he'd not be in a position to, would he?). 

There is another course open to you. You have persistently ignored my challenge that 
you sralidate your work in any scientific way. I suggest that you use the scientific knowledge 
and the accepted fact of the assassination, including the official representation of it, to 
try, sincerely, to destroy your own work -in writing and to him. He will then be in the 
position of knowing he is using the invalid. Maybe he wili ignore this, but he will be in 
bad shape if he does. And you, at least, will not have to live with Frankenstein, 


Sincerely. 



